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ABSTRACT

Social equity in urban infrastructure planning
investment is high, and charging systems are ap,
afford a fair delivery of services. The role of
delivery for the poor within the adopted and app

is important, especially where the infrastructure
plied, this will lead some people could not
lanners is important to secure infrastructure
lied planning system in a respective country to

anticipate the trend of privatization in production and delivery of infrastructure and services.

L. BACKGROUND

The planning and management of public in-
frastructure holds important questions for
social equity. Public decision conceming
such infrastructure often affect people’s live
in fundamental ways, both in terms of how
such investments are financed and how they
are located in the physical and social envi-
ronment.'

The rapid growth of population, especially
in developing countries need an effective
response. Davey argued that “Effective res-
ponse” means that population growth is
matched by access to basic infrastructure,.
shelter and-employment, and does not result
in substantial deterioration in standards of
living or environmental quality. While such
access will depend as much, if not more, on
private initiatives and enterprise, these are
critically affected by public sector policies
and functions which only government can
perﬁj.}nn_2

The focus of the paper is to strengthen the
importance of social equity in infrastructure
development. The reason is that infrastruc-
ture investment needs huge considerable
cost, while most of developing countries are
in lack of finance to improve the level of in-
frastructure services. The same condition is
also prevailed in developed countries,
where not all local govemnments are financi-
ally strong. One solution is to privatize the
infrastructure provision and production or
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creating the public-private partnership in
production and delivering the service.

‘Question should be raised whether the pri-

vatization can secure the social equity in in-

frastructure provision, especially in deve-

loping countries. | argue that the role of
planners is very important to raise the con-
cern of the poor, who usually left behind in
infrastructure delivery. The choice of the
planning system adopted in a coumtry also
an important issue. A comprehensive plan-
ning system that mostly adopted and ap-
plied in most all countries, who produce a
utilitarian procedura! planning, should ac-
commodate the advocacy planning who
raise the possibility of the poor in deciding
their own proper needs of infrastructure.
The economic system of a country is also
an important factor. Most countries in the
1980s had been doing the structural adjust-
ment, in terms of the deregulation to ac-
commodate the private sector to participate
in urban service production and delivery.

IL SOCIAL EQUITY IN INFRA-
STRUCTURE PLANNING

Planners must address issues that will effect
the betterment of communities. Blakely (et
al, 2000) argued that to ensure equitable re-
sults and influence the allocation of re-
sources, comprehensive planning must take
on a new approach. Rather than separating
the analysis of economic, environmental
and fiscal impacts, all planning activities
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-should consider their social implications so
that all parts reinforce the planning goals.
Moreover he argued that the achievement
of social equity in planning feads to the ex.
pansion of opportunities and the creation of
more choices not only for those in need, but
for the broader commuanity as well .}

Citing Krumholz and Forester {1990, in
Blakely et al, 2000), ‘equity planning’ is
“as significantly, we use ‘equity planning’
here as a shorthand to refer to planning
efforts thar pay particular attention 10 the
needs of poor and vulnerable Populations,
populations also likely to suffer the burdens
of racial and sexual discrimination, both
institutional and personal

Using Young argumentation, equity issues
are even more difficult. “The arguments
against existence (of equity) take three dif-
ferent forms. The first is that equity is
merely a word that hypocriticat people use
to cloak self-interest—it has no intrinsic
meaning so therefore fails to exist. The se-
Tond—is that even if equity does exist in
some notional sense, it is so hopelessly sub-
jective that it cannot be analyzed scienti-
fically—it fails to exist in an objective
sense. The third argument that there is no
sensible theory about it—thus it fails to
“exist in an academic sense.’ {Young, 1994,
Preface).!

Syme (et al, 1999) in his researched diffe-
rentiated between equity, procedural just-
ice, and distributive justice. Syme (et al,
1599) explained that equity seemed to have
the largest and longest history of published
research. Authors such as Rasinskj (1987),
had shown in the context of social welfare
policy that equity had two components,
‘proportionality’ and ‘egalitarianism’. The
fist dimension of equity inferred that
people should be distributed funds accord-
ing to their effort or ‘deservedness’. Egali-
tarianism suggested that everyone should be
treated equally. It was imagined that peaple
would use both dimensions, perhaps with
differing emphasis.’

Procedural justice research concentrates on
the characteristics of a decision-making
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process which make it seem just to people
vulnerable to the consequences of the deci-
sion. Generalizable dimensions of proce-
dural justice such as ‘voice’ or the feeling
that one has had the opportunity to influ-
ence the process have been demonstrated
and replicated. The wmajor hypothesis of
procedural justice is that if procedural just-
ice is demonstrated in a decision-making
process the outcome is more likely to be
accepted.®

Distributive justice as a concept related to
the evaluation of whether an outcome was
just in terms of the distribution of a re-
source between stakeholders. In this way
equity and distributive justice are closely
related concepts. The dimensions of equity
seem to be the bases on which individuals
assess whether or not distributive justice
has been achigved.”

Beatly argued that social equity in planning
is used to explain public decision concern-
ing of how such investments are financed
and how they are located in the physical
and social environment (Beatly, 1988: 208).
Morcover he pointed out that equity in in-
frastructure planning can be addressed by
asking, debating and explicitly answering
several fundamental questions. These in-
clude the following: (1) What ethical con-
cepts or principles are relevant in determin-
ing an equitable distribution of the benefits
and burdens of public infrastructure? {2
How should the relevant public or moral
community be defined? And (3) How and
by whom should decisions about public in-
frastructure be made?®

Lucy (1988:227) pointed out: “.._five inter-
pretations of the concept that often have
been applied. These are the beliefs that
equity, under various circumstances, should
be based on equality, need, demand prefe-
rence, or willingness-to-pay, or some com-
bination of these concepts' Another im-
portant theory to support the discussion
about the concept of social equity in plan-
ning is the Theory of Justice (Rawls, 1971 )-

Based on the above discussion, it is clear
that there is awareness that social equity in
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planning should be considered carefully, in
terms of distribution of benefit and burdens
of public infrastructure, and also in terms of
public decision making.

IIl. INFRASTRUCTURE PROVISION

Infrastructure and public facilities are es-
sential element that is vital to a city. Porter
(1986: 47) emphasizes that infrastructure is
an essential factor for any development be-
cause without it, development wiil not oc-
cur.’ Feldman et al. (1988:1) point out that
“A healthy and vibrant infrastructure is es-
sential to the continued prosperity of any
nation.”"® World Bank (1994:2) argues that
infrastructure can deliver major benefits in
economic growth, poverty alleviation, and
environmental sustainability — but only
when it provides services that respond to
effective demand and does so efficiently.

Infrastructure is an umbrella term for many
activities referred to as “social overhead ca-
pital” by such development economists as
Paul Rosenstein-Rodan, Ragnar Nurkse,
and Albert Hirschman {(World Bank,
1994:2)."" World Bank (1994:2) focuses in-
frastructure on economic infrastructure and
include services from public utifities (po-
wer, telecommunications, piped water sup-
ply, sanitation and sewerage, solid waste
collection and disposal, piped gas); public
works {roads -and major dam and canal
works for imrigation and drainage); other
transport sectors {urban and intraurban
railways, urban transport, ports and water-
ways, and airports).

Some infrastructure sectors can directly
links to poverty, such as clean water, sani-
tation, and transport. To a great extent, the
poor can be ideatified as those who are un-
able to consume a basic quantity of clean
water and who are subject to unsanitary sur-
roundings, with extremely limited mobility
or communications beyond their immediate
settiement (see World Bank, 1994:20).

The poor typically use fewer infrastructure
services than the nonpoor, but not only be-
cause of low incomes — they also have very
low access.'” Many countries have intro-
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duced subsidies through low tariffs with the
aim of improving the poor’s access to mfra-
structure services, but most of these subsi-
dies have been captured by middie-and high
-income households."’ Failure to reach the
poor has often been associated with flawed
infrastructure pricing policies, too littlle em-
phasis has been placed on providing the
poor with suitable options for the kind of
services of most value them {and for which
they are willingness to pay)."*

Providing infrastructure is a long process
which includes financing, design, imple-
mentation and maintenance. The public
sector (including all levels of government),
private sector (developers, landowners,
agencies) and users (residents) are involved
in infrastructure provision (see Azizi, 1995:
508). Financing urbas infrastructure is an
issue of increasing importance. Financing
has traditionally been the most important
aspect on which much of the literature is
focused (see Azizi, 1995: 509). Azizi
(1995: 509) explained some new methods
to financing infrastructure: impact fees, re-
volving loan funds, Land Pooling Readjust-
ment Technique, borrowing the federal,
contracting-out and linkage fees.

The lack of finance 1o support infrastructure
development in developing countries be-

. came the motivation to dereguiate the infra-

structure sector {and structural adjustment).
Infrastructure provision is seen as the res-

.ponsibility of the urban government, though

this was now changed as the private partici-
pation is increasing. Rondinelli (in Davey
1993: 3) defines the tasks of urban govermn-
ment as: {1} providing infrastructure essen-
tial to the efficient operation of cities; {2)
providing services that develop human re-
sources, improve productivity and raise the
standard of living of urban residents; {3) re-
gulating private activities that affect com-
munity welfare and the health and safety of
the urban population; and (4) providing ser-
vices and facilities that support productive
activities and allow private enterprise to
operate efficiently in urban areas.

Davey (1993) defined that services may be
provided by (1) the public sector; {with or
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without contracting out production to pri-
vaie organizations); (2) the public and pri-
vate secters in partnership; (3) the private
sector under public supervision through
franchised monopolies or regulated compe-
tition; or ¢3) the private sector (including
self- help) without public intervention. '
While, Azizi (1995:509) summarized from
the literature, argued that financial mea-
sures can be categorized in three ways in-
cluding: traditional public expenditure; pri-
vate-sector participation (developer’s con-
tributions or direct investment by deve-
lopers); and direct user payments.

iV. THE ROLE OF PLANNERS

Paul Davidoff, who is honored by planners
for his devotion to equity in planning,
viewed the profession as a means of ad-
dressing a wide range of societal problems
(Deakin, 2000). He saw planning as a2 way

{0 improve physical and economic condi-

tions for alt people, including those with
fewest resources at their command. The
challenge for planning professionals, fol-
towing this line of thinking, is to find ways
to promote participatory democracy and po-
sitive social change. (See also Checkoway,
1994:139)." He especially challenged plan-
ners {o promote participatory democracy
and positive social change.

Davidoft (1996:307) said that if the plan-
ning process is to encourage democratic ur-
ban government, then it must operate so as
to include rather than exclude citizens from
participating in the process. “Inclusion”
means not only permitting citizens 1o be
heard. It also means allowing them to be-
come well informed about the underlying
reasons for planning proposals, and to res-
pond to these in the technical language of
professional planners.

Moreover Davidoff (1996: 307-308) po-
inted out that a practice that has discou-
raged full participation by citizens in plan
making in the past has been based on what
might be called the “unitary plan”. This is
the idea that only one agency in a commu-
nity should prepare a comprehensive plan;
that agency is the city pianning commission
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or department. He added (1996:309),
“where plural planning is practiced, advo-
cacy becomes the means of professional
support for competing claims about how the
community should develop. Pluralism in
support of political contention describes the
process; advocacy describes the role per-
formed by the professional in the process.”

Debate about the dynamics of service pro-
vision has often appeared to revolve around
the strength of developers to resist public
authotity demands to meet 'costs’, andfor
the power of planners to extract benefits to
mitigate the “impact’ of development on lo-
cal communities.!””

Planners shared in this task by managing a
rational and comprehensive system of land-
use¢ planning which provided substantial
certainty for developers. But the planning
system did not have a major role in the pre-
vision of infrastructure services and there
was thus relatively little consideration of
the role of infrastructure provision in de-
:;elopment processes (Healey, 1991, 1992),

Infrastructure planners are looking not only
at the specific impacts of particular pro-
jects, but at the choice of instruments for fi-
nance in evaluating equity. Increasingly, in-
frastructure planners are also stepping back
from the specifics of projects to examine
whether different alternatives — recycling a
larger portion of the waste stream, for
example — might produce more balanced,
and fairer, results."”

V. DISCUSSION

The challenge is how to increase the infra-
structure performance, while there is diffi-
culty in urban infrastructure financing. Al-
termative to give to private sector partici-
patian as mention earlier, can be one alter-
native solution, but this also has limitation,
As Mattingly argued (1995:4), private
sector has command of the largest pool of
resources by far in the developing countries
with capitatist economist. But, he saw the
limitation of the private sector that the
sector will provide only those services
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which yield competitive profits and wili
provide those services only at a levels of
quatity and quantity which maintain such
profits (see Mattingly, 1995: pp3-4).

A chatlenge raised by Davidoft, should be
considered as another altemative in se-
curing the poor, especially in the context of
creating social equity in planning. The role
of advocacy planning can be one solution.

Mattingly argued {1995:5) that government
at all levels have tended to view the private
and community sectors as having little or
no role in the running of urban areas. Con-
sidering that infrastructure provision as part
of public sector in managing the urban in-
frastructure, Mattingly (1995:3) streng-
thened that the public sector does not have
a unifled overall view of urban mana-
gement objectives, even though its constitu-
ents are linked in a2 common structure of
government.

To secure the social equity in planning,
practicing advocacy planning is important.
The community sector can perform signifi-
cant tasks in urban infrastructure provision,
Mattingly (1995:4) argued, that the commu-
nity sector — also called the third or non-
profit sector ~ through a variety of volunta-
ry and cooperative organizations, including
community based organizatioss, services
are provided, facilities are constructed and
maintained, and even some planaing is per-
formed.

Organizations in community sector can aim
to serve the public in general or a particular
group. They fill gaps in the services of go-
vernment, providing quality and quantity
which are lacking, as well as pursue ob-
jectives not taken up by government (see al-
so Mattingly, 1995:4}.

Privatization has been presented as 2 means
to rationalize subsidies, specifically re-
ducing benefits to wealthier families, and
thereby freeing resources for lower-income
families or disadvantaged groups. Grange
(1998: 507) criticized privatization that the
reality of privatization has often been to re-
distribute resources from lower social

Jurnal PWK - 186

groups to higher social groups. In many ins-
tances privatization has actually increased
inequities in the distribution of social re-
sources, and this has been a major area of
concern: for governments, policy analysts
and service providers alike (see also Ka-
merman and Kahn, 1989; Papadakis and
Taylor-Gooby, 1987},

One of the rationales for privatizing social
services has been to improve the equitable
distribution of public resources. However,
the impact of privatization on equity has
been uneven. As expiained by Grange
(1998: 509} using a case of privatizing pu-
blic housing in Hong Kong, there are three
processes that provide indications of the
impact of privatization on equity, namely:
changes in the intersectoral distribution of
subsidies; changes in the quantity and qua-
lity of public rental stock relative to de-
mand; and changes in access to public rent-
at housing.

Finally, it is interesting to mentioned Bois-
vert and Senaouci {2000: 1132). He argued
that the main causes of infrastructural defi-
ciencies are not technical or even economic
(meaning willingness to pay), but are pri-
marily managerial or more properly of a so-
cio-political nature. This includes such is-
sues as co-ordination among several levels
of public administration, the composition of
administration boards, the historical weight
of user-pay structures and accessibility con-
ditions to municipal financing and interna-
tional aid.

Last but not least see the critic of David
Harvey (1973) about physical planning. Ina
Marxist tradition, he argued that physical
planning through its failure to understand
the mechanisms of distribution of both pu-
plic and private goods in the urban system,
has led not only the perpetuation of inequa-
lity but in many cases to the enhancement
of inequality.

Vi. CONCLUSION
The purpose of this paper has been to ela-

borate social equity in urban infrastructure
planning. | argued that the planning and
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management of public infrastructure hoids
important questions for social equity.

Social equity in urban infrastructure plan-
ning is needed. Problems that prevaited are
on the field of infrastructure financing,
though this reason is not supported by Bois-
vert and Senaouci (2000).

Privatization, as one alternative fo enhance
infrastructure provision, is stiil being quest-
ioned to be able to create social equity in
planning. It is still important to consider the
advocacy planning approach, because pu-
blic decision concerning such infrastructure
often affect people’s live in fundamental
ways, both in terms of how such in-
vestments are financed and how they are fo-
cated in the physical and social environ-
ment (sce Beatly, 1988:208).

If the technical and economic reasons are
not the reason of infrastructure deficiencies,
then there is still hope for securing social
equity in planning especially for the poor.
But, [ also argued that advocacy planning is
one alternative to improve social equity in
planning.

Finally, critic as raised by Harvey (1973)
about physical planning, should be consi-
dered as one important input in enhancing
social equity in planning. Then, it is the
task for planners, especially infrastructure
planners, to create social equity in urban in-
frastructure planning.
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